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Environmental disclosures in Nigeria are surrounded by controversy involving the pervasive impact of a voluntary regime.   The absence of a statutory environmental reporting framework has become responsible for the nuances of what corporations disclose and what they are expected to disclose. Consequently, the study adopts quantitative research approach to generate empirical evidence on the determinants of the extent of environmental disclosure given a voluntary initiative amongst listed companies in Nigeria. The study employs the Binary Probit regression model for data analysis and a unique approach (for a study in Nigeria) of content analysis to identify the extent of Environmental Disclosure in the annual reports of selected Nigerian Stock Exchange (NSE) companies. The findings show that firm characteristics such as firm size, firm performance, the availability of cash and the age of the firm are key determinants of the extent of Environmental Disclosure. This result can be attributed to the absence of relevant regulatory requirements and weak institutions. The study recommends the creation of a statutory environmental reporting framework that would provide corporate incentives and penalties for environmental responsiveness and irresponsiveness respectively. In a country where there is evidence of the abuse of voluntary regime as it relates to the disclosure of environmental information, the legislation that makes environmental and social disclosures mandatory has become inevitable as it is the only way to guarantee environmental sustainability. 





The notion of corporate environmental responsibility can be explained by several theories such as resource dependency theory (Barney 1986; Barney, 1991; Grant 1991; Russo and Fouts, 1997), legitimacy theory (Gray, Kouhy and Lavers, 1995; Milne and Patten, 2002; Patten, 1991) and signalling theory (Ross, 1977; Cormier and Magnan, 1999) which attempt to explain why corporations accept certain responsibilities including the disclosure of environmental information. Organizations that depend on the environment to realize corporate objectives are expected to react to the impacts of their activities on the environment and subsequently report the extent of this “reaction” in the financial statements (Mgbame, 2012).
Environmental reporting has been defined as the way and manner by which a company communicates the environmental effects of its activities to particular interest groups and to society at large, (Deegan and Rankin, 1996). Similarly, Galani, Gravas, and Stavropoulos, (2011) define environmental disclosure as reporting that considers environmental, ethical and human issues. This implies that companies are responding to growing social expectations and concerns as environmental reporting is fast becoming a very relevant aspect of management stewardship to stakeholders. Due to the attention that environmental reporting is receiving globally, most companies seeking good public image are increasingly conscious of the need to be seen as environmentally responsible and one approach to evaluating corporate environmental responsibility is to examine the quality and adequacy of environmental reporting (Mgbame, 2012). Corporations are now required to take responsibility for their environmental impacts, a responsibility reflected in their willingness to make public disclosures of activities with environmental implications. Consequently, the last two decades have seen an upsurge in the number of companies providing environmental disclosures in their annual reports and other communication media, (Deegan and Gordon, 1996). 
Developments in theories explaining voluntary disclosures have been accompanied by the development of models that facilitate social and environmental disclosures such as triple bottom line reporting, the global reporting initiative and social and environmental management systems (O'Dwyer, 2002). It is believed that when a company engages in corporate social and environmental disclosures it presents a balanced reporting of its activities and impacts. This then provides a basis for stakeholders to evaluate corporate performance and the reporting entity can also be held accountable for its impact since it is disclosed. The pervasive impact of none/or inadequate disclosure of environmental information commands the relevance of this study with a focus on the drivers of environmental disclosures in a voluntary regime.
The disclosure of environmental information by corporate entities dates at least as far back as the Ernst & Ernst annual report surveys of the mid-1970s (Ernst & Ernst, 1973). Studies of environmental disclosure (Cho and Patten, 2007) consistently report that while there is considerable variation in the extent of environmental disclosure across companies and across time, the provision of this information tends to be rather limited. For developing economies in particular, environmental reporting is more of a voluntary activity. This implies that companies can choose what to disclose and may even decide not to disclose environmental information. Whilst studies have shown that disclosures promote environmental accountability (Belal, Cooper & Robert, 2013) and transparency (Killian, 2010), this study is concerned about the tendency to abuse the voluntary initiative by companies in developing economies, specifically in Nigeria where there is no specific environmental reporting framework. The question, therefore is, given a voluntary regime, what influences the decisions of companies to engage in environmental disclosures. This question has continued to generate controversies and has remained unresolved.  
Nigeria is the largest country in Africa in terms of economic activities and population. Nigeria is also highly dependent on crude oil exploration and other natural resources which are the major culprit in terms of environmental degradation.  One example is the extent of environmental damages in the Niger Delta region. Again, on the downside, the rate of corruption in Nigeria is high according to the corruption index (Transparency International, 2017). Nigeria is placed at number 148 out of 180 with a corruption index score of 27 on a scale of 0 – 100 where 0 is highly corrupt. A fundamental pervasive impact of corruption on corporate disclosures is the tendency of companies to capitalize on the weakness of institutions or the paucity of laws to conceal the impacts of their activities on the environment. To the extent that the corruption factor has provided additional justification for this study, it is imperative to examine the factors that drive environmental reporting in the absence of any regulation by companies in Nigeria. 
We add to the body of research on environmental accounting in several ways. Firstly, we utilized a unique method for measuring the extent of environmental reporting among corporations in Nigeria. Given the paucity or lack of regulations mandating the disclosure of environmental information in Nigeria, it would be injudicious to adopt the methods utilized by other studies and results obtained might not be valid. We, therefore, developed a measure of the extent of environmental disclosure by examining the contents of the annual report to ascertain if there is a dedicated section for environmental information or not. To check the validity of our measure of environmental disclosure and results, we utilized a different method of measuring the extent of environmental disclosure. Secondly, we consider the motivation for environmental reporting in a developing country where there is no mandatory regulation for disclosure. Specifically, we identify and examine firm specific variables (firm size, firm performance and availability of cash) to investigate the determinants and extent of disclosure of environmental information by corporations in Nigeria. The rest of the paper is as follows; section 2 presents the theory and review of literature. Section 3 presents the data, methodology and model specification. Section 4 analyses the data and results. Section 5 provides robustness test. The last section concludes the paper. 
2. THEORY AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The rationale for environmental disclosure which is a part of the wider CSR reporting has been one of immense debate. This has led to the development of various theories such as legitimacy theory, resource based theory, signalling theory and more. The legitimacy theory argues that firms engage in CSR activities in order to legitimise their activities in the eyes of the public and to increase their reputation, (Patten, 1995; Deegan, 2002). This is especially so for larger firms that are more likely to have a greater impact (positive or negative) on the society as a result of their activities, (Iatridis; 2013, Sulaimana, Abdullahb and Fatimaa, 2014). The resource based theory is built on the idea that the resources available to a firm whether tangible, intangible or personnel-based determines the extent of a firm’s corporate responsibility, (Barney 1986; Barney, 1991; Grant 1991). The signalling theory, on the other hand, is based on the problem of information asymmetry that exists between the managers of the firm and its owners as well as other stakeholders, (Ross, 1977). For widely held firms, the problem of information asymmetry is more severe. One way to reduce the costs associated with this information asymmetry is the disclosure of CSR activities, (Cormier and Magnan, 1999).
The provisions of various theoretical underpinnings for CSR have led to the empirical investigation of the rationale and determinants of same. One of the earliest studies that examined the quality of environmental reporting in corporate annual reports is that of Wiseman (1982). The study evaluated the quality and accuracy of environmental reporting of 26 of the largest environmentally sensitive firms in the United States in 1972, 1974 and 1976 using a disclosure index. Results revealed an environmental reporting was vague and incomplete in nature. Quantitative environmental information was generally lacking in the sampled firms. Since then, researchers have attempted to examine the effect of various aspects of CSR on firm outcomes like firm performance (Saeidi et al., 2015); corporate governance (Khan, Muttakin and Saddiqui, 2013), and investment decisions (Cohen, Holder-Webb and Khalil, 2017). Others have concentrated on the rationale for engaging in CSR activities, still, some others have examined the determinants of CSR. For example, Hansen, (2003) utilized the multiple regression model in predicting the degree of statistical significance of eight determinants of environmental management. The eight determinants included; industry, entry mode, home country factors, the age of operation, market orientation, parents share of ownership, company size and host country factors. The findings reveal that six out of the eight determinants produced variations in the environmental index. Razeed (2009) also adopted stakeholder theory in building a model that examines some factors (company size, economic performance and leverage) that determine the functionality and the voluntary disclosure of environmental responsiveness indicators in the U.S Market. The research findings reveal that larger companies are providing more voluntary environmental information than smaller companies and the economic performance of the firm was critical in their decision to engage in environmental disclosures.
In Canada, Cormier and Magnan (1999) examined the environmental disclosure of Canadian publicly traded securities during the period 1986 to 1993. The sample of the study was 212 firms from four industries: pulp and paper; oil refining, petrochemical and steel; metals and mines. They found that firms in good financial condition chose to disclose more information than those in poor financial condition. In a later study, Cormier and Gordon (2001) examine the social and environmental reporting strategies of utility companies. The quality of environmental disclosure was measured using the updated version of the environmental disclosure index developed by Wiseman (1982) and adopted by Cormier and Magnan (1999). The results showed that publicly owned firms disclosed significantly more qualitative information than those of privately owned firms. Companies with large foreign shareholding were found to have greater social and environmental information disclosure as compared to those companies that are locally owned. Similarly, Campbell (2004) investigated voluntary environmental disclosure in UK companies and its relationship to membership of environmental lobbying organizations and environmental sensitivity of the industry. The annual reports of 10 UK-based companies in five sectors of varying degrees of environmental sensitivity were content analyzed between 1974 and 2000. The findings showed an overall increase in disclosure volume over the period but with a marked upturn in the late 1980s. The author suggested that the significant increase could be attributed to the possibility that differentials in the perceived need for social legitimacy may be one cause of both longitudinal and cross-sectional variability in disclosure volumes.
García-Ayuso and Larrinaga (2003) examined factors influencing environmental disclosure of industrial firms listed on Madrid Stock Exchange. The factors examined are size, risk, profitability, environmental sensitivity and media exposure. Using content analysis, the results revealed that both environmental sensitivity and media coverage have some explanatory power. However, size and risk do not seem to explain the cross-sectional differences in the extent of disclosure. 
In an attempt to determine the implications of mandatory disclosure, Sulaimana, Abdullahb and Fatimaa (2014) examined the relationship between environmental disclosure quality and ownership distributions, profitability, firm size and leverage two years after Malaysia made corporate social responsibility disclosure mandatory for all listed companies. The study shows that firm size and leverage had significant positive effects on the quality of environmental reporting while share ownership distribution and profitability had no significant relationship with the quality of environmental reporting. Setyorini and Ishak (2012), studied the Indonesian corporate social and environmental disclosure from the perspective of Positive Accounting Theory (PAT). This study identified three key hypotheses such as management compensation hypothesis (bonus plan hypothesis), the debt hypothesis (debt/equity hypothesis), and the political cost hypothesis. The social and environmental disclosure level was measured using a combination of Clarson’s Environmental Index (2007) and Sutantoputras’ Social Index (2009). The regression analysis shows that corporate social and environmental disclosure is associated with: ROA, firm size, and firm’s earning management. From a corporate governance perspective, Aburaya (2012) examined the relationship between corporate governance and each of the quantity and the quality of corporate environmental disclosures in the UK. Content analysis of a sample of UK companies' annual reports was undertaken to examine the quantity and quality of corporate environmental disclosure practices and their association with corporate governance mechanisms, over a period of four years. A checklist of environmental disclosure items and categories is developed and environmental disclosure indices are computed. The results suggest a significant association between environmental disclosure quality and most corporate governance mechanisms. In addition, it appeared that other corporate governance mechanisms are significant at some categorical levels of environmental disclosure. Likewise, 
Razek (2014) examined the association between corporate social responsibility disclosure and various corporate governance mechanisms in Egyptian companies. The study finds that corporate governance mechanisms that affect corporate social responsibility disclosure in Egyptian annual reports are respectively internal audit quality, audit committee, board structure mainly multiple directorships and finally ownership structure. In a related study, Mendes-Da-Silva and Onusic (2014) examine the drivers of voluntary financial and corporate governance reports on the websites of companies in Brazil. They find that larger firms tend to voluntarily disclose more financial and governance information but that firms that have long been listed on the stock exchange do not disclose as much information. Information. Rahman (2014) examined the relationship between ownership concentration and corporate disclosure in Bangladesh. The findings indicate that controlling for factors such as firm age, size, profitability and financial leverage, reduces corporate disclosure. This suggests that an increasing ownership concentration leads corporate management to adopt a disclosure regime which is biased against external shareholders and creditors. The findings imply an information problem whereby insiders will likely expropriate outside shareholders in an environment where legal protection of the latter is weak. 
Mgbame and Ikhu-Omoregbe (2013) examined the determinants of environmental disclosures using oil and gas companies in Nigeria. Content analysis was used in extracting the data from published annual reports. The findings of the study indicate that there is a negative relationship between environmental disclosure and firm size and the industry of operation. However, the effect of profitability and a company’s origin was found to be positively related to the extent of environmental disclosures by companies. Similarly, Khan et al (2013) find that for Bangladeshi companies, CSR disclosure is driven by public ownership, foreign ownership, board independence and presence of an audit committee. They suggest that pressures from external stakeholders’ influences CSR disclosure in Bangladesh. 
Whilst prior studies have mostly focused on determinants of disclosures, this study extends the line of inquiry by bothering on the extent of environmental disclosure in a system where disclosure of environmental information is discretionary. This study adopts a unique content analysis approach to examine the financial statements of quoted companies in Nigeria with the objective to ascertain the factors that could influence the extent of environmental disclosure - firm size, firm performance and the availability of cash. Against this backdrop, the following hypotheses are raised:
Hypothesis 1: there is a positive relationship between the extent of environmental disclosure and firm size. 
Hypothesis 2: there is a positive relationship between the extent of environmental disclosure and firm performance.

Hypothesis 3: there is a positive relationship between the extent of environmental disclosure and the availability of cash. 

3.  DATA, METHODOLOGY AND MODEL SPECIFICATION
The population of the study comprises of listed companies on the Nigerian Stock Exchange with the exclusion of financial firms due to a more regulatory requirement for financial firms. The sample consists of firms with available data relevant for analyzing the extent of environmental disclosure. The design adopted for this study is the cross-sectional research design. The design is well suited in examining the several sample units across time. The final sample is a panel data which is made up of eighty-three (83) companies with 830 firm-year observations for the period covering 2007-2016. Given the motivation for the study, we employ a novel approach in measuring the extent of Environmental Disclosure. In a country where there is no regulation regarding environmental disclosure and weak institution, companies that dedicate a section of the annual report for the disclosure of environmental matters must have been motivated by some factors.  Consequently, we measure the quality of environmental disclosure as a dummy variable taking the value of 1 if there is a section in the published annual report dedicated to environmental reports and 0 if otherwise. Annual reports for each company were downloaded in order to determine if there is a section dedicated to environmental information. The extent of disclosure given a voluntary regime can be considered as an indication of the importance of environmental disclosure to the reporting entity. We also hand collected the data for the independent variables as well as control variables. These are defined in Table 1.
The dichotomous nature of the dependent variable necessitates the use of the probit model. This is presented as;  


Table 1: Variables Definition 
Variable	Definition	Source
Environmental Disclosure (ED)	This is a dummy variable with a value of   if there is a section in the published annual report dedicated to environmental reports and 0 if otherwise	Published annual report
Firm Size	The log of total asset	Published annual report
ROA	The ratio of profit after tax divided by total asset	Published annual report
Firm Cash	The total of cash and cash equivalents scaled by total asset	Published annual report
Leverage	The ratio of total debts to total asset	Published annual report
Firm Age	The number of years a company is listed on the exchange	Published annual report
Ownership	This is a dummy variable indicating 1 if more than 20% of the firm is owned by institutional investors and 0 otherwise	Published annual report

4. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Table 2: Distribution of companies in the sample
No.	Sector	Number of companies	Percentage from the sample
1	Agriculture 	3	3.6%
2	Conglomerate 	6	7.2%























Table 2 above shows the distribution of the firms according to the sectors. We observe that the services and the consumer sectors have the highest number of firms while the construction & real estate and agricultural sectors have the least number of firms in the sample. No firm, however, dominates the sample by up to 50%. 
Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for the variables. As observed, ED has the following statistics; Mean= 0.126 which indicates that the average ED is about 12.6%. The standard deviation is 0.332 which indicates the extent to which environmental disclosure for the distribution exhibits considerable clustering around the mean. The statistics for ED are not surprising given the fact that the disclosure of environmental information is not mandatory in Nigeria. Firm Size measured as the log of total assets has the following statistics; Mean= 6.940 and standard deviation = 0.772. ROA a measure of firm performance shows a mean of 2.740 and a standard deviation of 17.048. Firm Cash measured as the sum of cash and cash equivalent has the following statistics, mean = 9.438 and standard deviation = 11.421. Leverage which measures the amount of debt utilized by the firm was scaled by the total asset. The statistics reveal a mean of 76.770 and a standard deviation of 140.443. This indicates that there is a huge variation in the level of debt amongst the companies in the sample. The statistics for the age of the firm, reveal that on average, firms in the sample have been listed on the exchange for about 25 years. The standard deviation is 12.654. The oldest firm in the sample is 56 years and the youngest is 1 year. Ownership is measured as a dummy variable shows the following statistics, mean= 0.192, standard deviation= 0.394. 

Table 4: Pearson Correlation Result 








 	*** represents statistical significance at 1%
From table 4 above, the Pearson’s correlation coefficients of the variables are examined. However, of particular interest to the study are the correlation between environmental disclosure ED and the independent variables. From the table, we find that ED is positively correlated with firm size [r=0.197], ROA [r= 0.137], Firm Cash [0.108], Firm Age [0.272]. We, however, find a negative correlation between ED and Leverage [-0.047] and Ownership [-0.063]. 









Table 5 shows the results of the test for multicollinearity employing the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) test. The VIF shows how much of the variance of a coefficient estimate of a regressor has been inflated due to collinearity with the other regressors. Basically, VIFs above 10 are seen as a cause for concern (Landau and Everitt, 2003). As observed, none of the variables appears to have VIF values above 10. Hence, there is no indication of multicollinearity. 
Table 6: Probit regression results



















Notes: this table shows the probit regression results using environmental disclosure (ED) as the dependent variable. t-1 shows that the lag of each independent variable was utilized. All variables are as defined in table 1. *, ***, represent significance at 10% and 1% respectively.

The binary Probit assumes cumulative normal distribution. Table 6 presents the regression results.  The Pseudo R-squared value from the regression results shows that using the probit estimation the model explains about 19.13% of the outcome of the dependent variable. The reported results are based on Maximum Likelihood Huber/White Heteroskedasticity-consistent standard errors and covariance. We have used the one period lag of the independent variables. This is to capture the previous years’ firm characteristic on the current years’ environmental disclosure. It is only from previous or retained resources, that a firm can engage in environmental activities in a current year.
Firm size has a positive and statistically significant (at 1% level) impact on the likely extent of a firm’s environmental disclosure quality. The results from table 6 suggest that firm size is an important determinant of the extent of environmental disclosure, we, therefore, accept hypothesis 1. In addition, the positive sign of the slope coefficient indicates that the larger the size of the firm the higher the likelihood of increased environmental disclosures quality. A possible reason for this positive result is that larger firms have more analyst monitoring their activities and are more visible (wider media coverage) than smaller firms. Larger firms, therefore, tend to disclose more environmental information to ensure that they appear to be legitimate in the eyes of the public. Our finding is in tandem with other studies that have shown that firm size has a positive influence on the reporting of environmental information (Branco & Rodrigues, 2008; Parsa & Deng, 2008; Guidry and Patten, 2012; Mgbame and Ikhu-Omoregbe, 2013; Qiu, Shaukat and Tharyan, 2016). 
Our second hypothesis proposes a positive relationship between firm performance and the extent of environmental disclosure. We find that as expected, in table 6, there is a significant positive impact of firm performance on the extent of environmental disclosure. The result is statistically significant at the 1% level, thus leading us to accept hypothesis 2. The results suggest that better performing firms are more likely to specifically disclose environmental matters in the annual reports. Given the absence of regulatory requirements in Nigeria, a plausible reason for this result is that better performing firms may have more resources to carry out environmentally friendly activities and are therefore motivated to disclose such activities specifically in the annual report. As suggested by Lang and Lundholm (1993), firms with superior performance have a higher tendency to disclose environmental performance. The results are consistent with prior studies such as Iatridis (2013); Liu and Anbumozhi, (2009); Cormier, Magnan and Velthoven (2005). 
Our last hypothesis focuses on the availability of cash. We find a significant positive impact of cash availability on the extent of environmental disclosure in table 6. The result is significant at the 10% level. In other for a company to carry out its environmental responsibility different from its core responsibilities, such companies must have enough cash to do so. Hence, the results from our regression are not surprising. Given an environment with no governmental/ regulatory pressure to report environmental activities, the availability of cash can serve as a pointer for the motivation for environmentally friendly activities and subsequent disclosure of same in the annual report. Empirical evidence on the relationship between the availability of cash and corporate environmental disclosures is quite limited. We, however, find support for our results in prior studies such as Plumlee, Brown, Hayes and Marshall, (2015).
Lastly, we included a number of control variable in our regression in order to capture the effect of other factors on the extent of environmental disclosure which may affect our results. Table 6 shows that firm listing age increases the likelihood that a firm dedicates a section of its annual report to environmental disclosure. This is evidenced by the significant positive sign. As a company becomes public and operates longer in the financial market, there is a tendency to provide more information on its activities to maintain its reputation, (Chunfang, 2009). We also controlled for leverage. The amount of debt in a firm’s capital structure may affect its environmental activities and subsequent disclosure. We find significant negative results. The result may suggest that firms that are highly in debt may not be too concerned with environmental matters, and if they are not, there is no motivation to report environmental information in the annual report. Again, long-term debt holders might not perceive environmental information as crucial in the decision process. This may also be due to the under-developed nature of the environmental reporting system in Nigeria. Lastly, we control for ownership concentration, the results though negative are not significant. This implies that the level of ownership of the firm has no effect on the extent of environmental disclosure in the Nigerian context.
5. Robustness test
To further check the validity of our results, we examined the annual report to find out if environmental disclosures were made in other parts of the annual report. It is important to note that the voluntary nature of environmental reporting in Nigeria accounts for some differences in the reporting pattern of public companies. Undoubtedly, the lack of statutory environmental reporting framework gives companies the leverage to choose what to disclosure, what not to disclose and the form of disclosure. Therefore, the mere mentioning of environmental issues in the annual report implies environmental disclosure to these companies. It's is against this backdrop a robustness check was done to ensure that companies that may have disclosed environmental information in other parts of the annual report are not excluded from the analysis. Specifically, we examined the chairman’s statement, the director’s report and review of the year’s section. Gary, Kouhy and Lavers, (1995), Walden and Schwartz (1997) and Yekini, et al., (2015), all argue that the information in these sections suggest the importance of such information to the organization and the desire for the public to be aware of them. We, therefore, recomputed our environmental disclosure variable [ED (2)] as a dummy variable taking the value of 1 if environmental information were disclosed either in the chairman’s statement, director’s report and/or review of the year’s section, a score of 0 is given if otherwise. 









Note: ED is a dummy variable with a value of 1 if there is a section in the published annual report dedicated to environmental reports and 0 if otherwise. ED (2) is a dummy variable with a value of 1 if there is environmental disclosure in the chairman’s statement, director’s report and review of the year’s section and 0 otherwise. All other variables are defined in Table 1. *** represents statistical significance at 1%
 Table 7: Pearson Correlation Result.
Table 7 is the correlation results for the robustness check. Specifically, the result reveals a statistically significant positive correlation [r = 0.914] between ED and ED (2). This suggests that there is a high correlation between companies that disclose information in a separate section and those that do not have a separate section for this purpose. 
Table 8: Probit regression results



















Notes: this table shows the probit regression results using environmental disclosure (ED) as the dependent variable. ED is recomputed as a dummy variable taking the value of 1 if environmental information were disclosed either in the chairman’s statement, director’s report and/or review of the year’s section, a score of 0 is given if otherwise. All variables are as defined in table 1. t-1 shows that the lag of each independent variable was utilized. *, ***, represent significance at 10% and 1% respectively.

Table 8 above shows the probit regression result for the robustness check. We find that the results are qualitatively the same as those obtained in table 6. This confirms the validity of our earlier method of measuring ED as well as the results obtained. 
6. CONCLUSION 
This study provides some nuanced insights to the extent of environmental disclosures of companies in developing economies, specifically in the Nigerian context where environmental disclosure is based on voluntary initiative. It contributed to the broader literature of corporate social and environmental responsibility by drawing on resource dependency theory to accentuate the obligation of companies to imbibe corporate environmentalism by reporting environmental information. Consequently, the study adopted a rather novel approach of content analysis to identify the extent of environmental disclosure in the annual reports of quoted companies who have the tendency to abuse a voluntary regime. Whilst other studies have mostly focused on the determinants of environmental disclosures, this study ventured to validate these determinants by investigating their drivers in line with the extent of disclosure using a unique methodology.  
While companies have been credited with contributing to economic and technological progress, they have also been criticized for creating environmental/social problems. Again, some countries have taken the path of mandatory disclosure of environmental issues and others operate a voluntary approach. In the absence of any mandatory requirement and in a setting were institutions are weak and corruption is endemic, corporations might take advantage of the paucity of laws and decide not to disclose any environmental information. Given that some companies have decided to voluntarily disclose such information, there is no better way to assess the determinants of such decisions than to look closely at the firm’s specific characteristics. This study investigates the influence of firm characteristics, (firm size, firm performance and the availability of cash) on a firm’s willingness to disclose environmental issues.  The findings of the study suggest that firm size has a positive and significant impact on the likely extent of a firm’s environmental disclosure. Firm performance (ROA) also impacts positively and significantly on the likely extent of a firm’s environmental disclosure. Finally, the availability of cash has a positive and statistically significant impact on the likely extent of a firm’s environmental disclosure. 
This study recognizes that the implications of corporate environmental irresponsibility are more grievous (in the long run) than the implications of corruption.  It is, therefore, our thinking that the Nigerian government should be more concerned about environmental sustainability. One veritable way to achieve this is the development of a reporting framework that promotes corporate environmental accountability and transparency. The study, thus, recommends the legislation of a mandatory environmental reporting framework. A mandatory regime would compel a firm (irrespective of the size, performance and the availability of cash) to imbibe environmental responsibility which is a dominant concern for stakeholders. Specifically, the contributions of this study vis-à-vis its recommendations would address the tendency of companies operating in Nigeria to abuse the voluntary regime with negative implications on the environment.  We also recommend that regulatory agencies should develop strong environmental responsibility framework that will provide corporate incentives and penalties for environmental responsiveness and irresponsiveness respectively. 
Finally, the results of the study should be interpreted within the context of certain limitations. Firstly, the sample of the study may not be exhaustive enough as we do not consider private firms. Secondly, the study only relies on environmental disclosures in annual reports. It excludes other potential sources of environmental disclosures such as press releases, environmental related promotional material and other possible documents. Thirdly, there may be a minor limitation to the measurement of the extent of disclosure. Nevertheless, further robustness test validates our measurement of the extent of disclosure. The aforementioned limitations should not affect the results but should rather provide a basis for future studies. 
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